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INTRODUCT ION

.

.Sélf;ConceDt

»

_‘Basically, two theoretical approaches to self-concept exist

(¥ylie, 1961);' One group of theorists believes that one cannot under-

Istand,and predict human behavior without knowledge of a person's con-

[2

E "
sclous perceptions of his environment. These theorists have been la-

beled phenomenological because conscious perceptions, cognitions, and
feslings play a central role in the development of their theories. The

w

second theoretical approacb is nonphenomenological. Researchers who are
proponents of this approach attempt to measure unconscious aspects of
.self-concept and other nonphénomenologica% vdriéblés Hhiqh they,Believe‘
‘ to\be pertinent to self theories, The above two theoretical approaches
to self-concept are in mady ways ambiguous, incomplete, and overlapping
as well as not being exhaustive of the many specific theoretical ap-
proaches to self-concept (Wylie, 1951). : /
_Self—conéeét as a copstruét has recelived considsrable attention
in the research of the past few decades. Researchers have investigated .
" the development}of self-concept, the variabdles thattinfluence it, and.
how it relates to behavior. Studies that have dealt with parent-child
interaction, social interaction, bpdy characterilstics, counseliﬁg and
psyého-thdrapy, experimentaily induced success and fallure, .and learning

were each investigating self-concept as the consequence of one or more

‘RJ}ZF the above influences. StUdibs of behaviors that were preosumed to de-
- ’ . 1 : . .




" studlies that have investigated the relaiionspip between self-concept and

Q

- ture found that a yide range of 1nstrwments had been used to measure

'highly critical of the many;instrumenfs because"tﬁey were not‘develoﬁed

pend upon self-concept have been initlated in the following areas: Per-
formance in learning tasks, self-regarc and adjustment. self-<acceptance
and acceptance of others, eelf-regard and ethnocentrism or authoritéri-
anism, and self-regard aud level-ofraspiration behavior, f;; reader is

referred to Wylis (19¢1) and Thompson‘(1972) for reference to.the many

the behavior variables mentioned in this section,

/ % o

/ The total research effort in the area of self-concept was sum-
marized quite eloquently by Wyiie (1961)s

On the whole, we have found that there are enough positive trends to
be tantalizing., On the other hand, there is a good deal of ambi-
guity in the results, considorable apparent contradictions among the
findings of various studies, and a, tendency}for different methods to

" produce different results., . In short. the total accumplation of sub- - -
stantive findings is disappointing, especially in propogtion to the S
great amount of effort which okviously has been expendefl (p. 317). .

\ One ofhthe changes in research procedure ;ugéested by wylf (1961) which.ﬂ,

if carried Jout, might lead to more definitive'outco@es 1n'éelf—concept
resghrch is the development of limited and well analyzed measuring in~ °

struments., Hylie (1961) in her surveﬁ of seif-concept reseggsp litera-

b

RN

self-concept. TQp/majority of instruments uéed were either Q sorts,

rating scales, questioﬁnaires} or adjective check lists, Wylle was

gt

¥ith adherence to instrument developmént procedures, - o

Problems in Measurine Self-Concent wiﬁh:d Semantic Differehtial

[‘ “
Althoﬁgh the original purpose of the semantic differential (SD) v

¥as to measure the connotative meaning of given concepts (Osgood, Suci,

|

ry {
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& Tannenbaum. 1957), the SD technique, having been found to ‘consistently.

produce a strong evaluative factor. has been used in a variety of ways
4n the field of attitude measurement (Brinton. 1967). .One way in which
the SD technique has been applied frequently is in the measurement of a
person's attitude toward himself, |

The application of the SD technique to the measurement of self-
conceot hae“not occurred without the development of methodological and

theoretical-psychological 1ssues.,

Hethodological iseuexa dimensicnalitn. At present an instrument
in SD format specifically cdeveloped for the measurement of selfeconcept,
that possesses a reasonable degree of feiiability and validity. does not
oxist. Consequently. researchers attempting to measure self-concept ug=-

v rl

ing the SD technique have been confronted with the taek of instrument de-
velopment. Ore problem in the development of an SD instrument is tnew.
-dilemna caused by the question of»whicn dimension or dimensions (Evalua-
'tion-E.\fotency-P: Activit}-A) should be represented on the instrument,
‘Osgood et alf, (1957) proposed that in measuring attitudes, just the
E;eluation dimension of the SD need be.considered.v The justifisation for
this suggestion was simply that it seemed reasoneble in light of previous
writings on attitudes. ‘Heise (in Summers, 1970) concluded that what we
mean by attitude is simply the affective reaction to an object, and this
reaction frequently is along a dimension which ie a compound of EPA,

The eingle dimension represented in the traditional attitude scales cor=-
Tresponds' to the salient attributs for the attitude object. and this is

not &1Hays pure Evaluations it may include any combination of the SD

L}
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dimensions; Thus, studies emplojing the SD for éttitude measuremeﬁts
shou;d-make use of all threi dimensions to 6btain méﬁsuremenfs parallel-
llng those measurenents obtained from tradifiqﬁal\atéitude.scales.
Kubiniecfs (1971) position on the dimensions that should be repreéented
is flexlﬁlea include those dimensions that.are con;idered necessary for
an adequate assessment of self-concept. In usihé the SD technique tb
2a8s5as88 self-concept the interest is not only in assessing the dimension-
‘a}ity of the meaning spaces rather it may be in measuring individuval 4if-
ferences in self-concept. The.concepts emplsyed are specifically se-
lected to assess aspacts of self-concept, and the scales ,serve as de-
scriptive adjectives that subjects employ to describe and/or rate them=
Qelves. Therefore, it could be argued that only.evaluative scales’sh9u1d
be employedvsince implicit in measuring the seif-qoncept is the notid;
that the individual is evaluating'himsélf. On the other hén@. one cou;d*
argue that an adeﬁd;te assessmeni of an individual’s éoncept of piméelf'
~would include @1sldescr1ption of himself aé.uéll as his evaluation of .
himself, Thls'argument suggests use of all fhree dimensions with eéalu-
. ative scales reflecting self-evaluation and potency and activity scales
reflecting self-description (KuG&niec, 1971).

The absence of empirical evidence and the lack of agreement among

theoriétskhavé caused a state of uncertainty with réspect to the dimen-
sionaliiy prodblem, . A survey of the literatur; confirms the dimension-
ality dilemma, Solly and Stagner (1956), Dyer (1963), Schwartz and

Tangri (1955), and Nisbett and Gordon.(l9é7)'obta1ned aAmeasurément of
~self-concept using{ia\sn 1nstrumant uith only ‘the Evaluation dimension

represented.‘whereas lazowick (1955). Grieg (1959), Smith (1960). Alken

’.a
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.(1965), Pervin and Lilly (1957), Kubiniec (1970), and Farr and Kubiniec

'-(1972) obtained a massurement of self~concept using an SD instrument

-

with the Evaluation! Poﬁéncy. and Activity dimen$ions’repfesented. No
studies have investigated the differences produced in the measureﬁen£ of
self-concépt between an SD instrument having oniylthe Evaluatidn dimen~
sion represented and an SD instrument h#ving the Evaluation, Potency,
and Activity dimensions represented, ;

The vallidity of thé measurement of the self-concep¢ with the SD

instruments employed in each of the studles mentioned in the preceding

paragraph is questionable. Several researchers (Coyne & Holzman, 1966;

Heise, 19693 Kubinlec, 1970) have indicated that the existence or possi-

ble existence of concept-scale interaction means that an SD should be
validated and ad justed for every new groﬁp pf selected stimull with
which it is used. Heise (1959) describea;two conditions that cou1d glve
rise to concept-scale 1ntefactionx |

Concept~-scale interaction can arise because a scale has different
degrees of relevance for different concepts. ror example, sweet=-
sour may be highly relevant in evaluating food, moderately relevant
in evaluating peovle, and of low relevance in evaluating abstract
ideas, The amount of meaningful variation in ratings is proportional
to relevance and, in practice, therefore, there would bs little mean-
ingful variation in sweet=-sour ratings of -abstract ideas. Thus, in
rating thls class of concepts, thé sweet-sour scale would show 1little
relation to any other scale and could not have its customary high
loading on Evaluation. Relevance thus produces concept-scale inter-
action in the following sense. If a scale is irrelevant to.a con-
cept or to a class of concepts, ratings on it\may have low commu~
nality with other scale ratings so the scale drops out of - its usual
factor location -- it measures nothing, N

Concept~-scale interaction also “can arise due to samantic shifts in:
the scale adjectives which develop because of the énvironmsnt pro-
vided by the concopt (p, 418), ~

o S



In those’etudies previously’mentioned thet applied.the Sp teehnique to
tne measnrement of self-concept, the defining scales of the dimensions
were chosen without controlling for concept-scale interaction. The
’claqsification of a scale as being representative of either the Evalua=-
tion, Potency, or Activity dimension was based on previens clessifica—
tions found in the research literature ehere the purpose of the investi-
gation was to define the basic;dimensions of meaning of the concept being
rated, .The concepts being rated were not necessarily from the class of.
seli—concept stimuli. | |

.In order to control for concept-scale interaction and to.obtain
precise measurements in_content domains different from the donain which
originally defined the EPA scales, factor analytic procedures should be
followed to develop instruments containing specially selected scales, A
procedure suggested by Helse (1969) for extending the SD technique to a
new content domain is to have a sample of subjects use selected scales
to rate concepts from the ‘content areas: then :;e data are factor‘enab

lyzed to determine the underlying dimensions and factor 1oadings of éach .

scale on each dimension.

Theoretical-psycholorical issues social desirability. Crowne

and Marlowe (1960) define social desirability as the need of a subject
to obtain approval by responding in a culturelly approprs} ate and accept-
able manner. There is a unique aspect to this issue when assossing “
self—concept with a self-report instrument. The question may be asked
whether a subject who selects socilally desirable responeee as character-
istic of himeelf does so bhecause they are socielly desirable or becausq

he honestly perceives himself ae possessing these charécteriStics. The

-~
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theoretical relationship between soclal desirability and self-concept is
not clear. Wylie (1961) indicated there is no procedure to determine in
vhat cases and under what circumstances the social désirability«v?riagxe'
invalidates an indivldual's self-feport from r;flecting'his pheﬁomgngl
fieldo

) S;verai studies (Cowen & Tongas, 19593 C;owne & Stephgné. 19§i;-
Pervin & I1lly, 1967) concluded that the social ‘desirability factor can
influence the measursment of . self-concept when self-evaluative techniques
are used as the measuring device, Ford and Melsels (1965) have shoun~ e
that the social désirability'of SD scales corresponds directly to their
loading on the Evaluation dimension. Pervin and Lilly (1957) have sug~
gested that particular attention should be given to the social desirabil- -
ity factor when salf-evaluative ratings are made on evaluative-type ag~ |
Jectives on an SD instrument. Eoth studies (Pervin et al., 1967 Ford
et al,, 19655 found the Potency and Activity dimensions to be,nnreiated ;
to social desirability, ;'

The results of two studies (Ford et al., 19653 Nickols & Shaw,

196“) have suggested that direct SD ratings of concepts may not be an
efficient approach to measurement when salient or delicate topics are
1nvolved becauss subjects can distort their responses in a soclally de-
sirable direction. Qne.of the conments offered by Heise (1969) concern-
ing the su“ estions resulting from the research findings of Ford et a{.c
(1565) and Nickols et al. (1964) is that the va.lidity ‘of their sugges~
tions could have been strengtheﬂed if the social desirability factor had

been a control variable in the studies.




Statement of Problem

The application of the SD technique te‘tne measurement of self=-
concept has produced a multitude of SD instruments. each purporting to
neasure self-concept. Estimates of the reliability and validity of each

of these inetrumenta are limited to those obtained in the investigations

for. uhiﬁh they were initially developed. The type of validity reported .

was generally face validity and. the only type of reliability reported
vasg internal consistency. In addition to the.absence of furt?:r yroof
that the SD instruments were valid and reliadle, questions emanating from
the developmental grooenures used to construct tne'instrument have
arisen, The lack of agreement by researchers on which SD dimensions to -
include’ on\an instrument their failure to consider the phenomenon of
concept-scale interaction, and the inspfficiency of uiderstanding of the
relationship between social desirability and self-concept necessitates )

- methodologists to initiate research on-the. develoPment of an SD instru-

" ment. to measure selffconcept,

-

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of" this study was to develop an SD instrument to
‘neasUre aelf-conoept that would not be influenced byzsocial desirabilityt
The:pmocess used to develop the instrument ettended_to the following
areas of“concerna | |

1. A coniirmation of the EPn f;ctor strueture‘

2, The validation of the EPA dimensions:as neasures of self-

concept . _ | . | |

'3."An investigation of the extent to uhich the social desira=-

.,bility factor influenced“the EPA dimonsions



METHODOLOGY ;>

Statemerit of Researcn anotheses

The confirmaticn of}the EPA factor structure underlying the mea—"
surement of self-concept th;ougn an SD techn@que did not necgssitate the
‘formulation and testing of hypotheses. AThe validation of the EPAnd;men- a3
sions as measures of self-concept_&ndQhétinvest;gapion_of the extenf to
which the social desirability factor influenced the EPA dimensions ré-
sulted in the formulation and testing of six hypotheses. Hypotheses I,
I1, ard III were concerned with the validation of the EPA-dimensions as
reasures of selfoconcept. H&potheses w, Vv and VI were concerned with
the extent to which the social desirability factor 1nf1uenced the EPA
dimensions. . The hypotheses weres
I, There is a significant multiple correlatldn betueen the
Evaluative factor and’ a.sat of criteripn measures of ;elf-
.conceni.-— -
II.. Tnere is a significant nultiple‘nbrrelation Yotween the
-Potency factor and a set of criterion measures of self-
conéept. f
I1I. There is & nignificant mulniple correlation between the
N Activity fa%to; and a set of criterion measures nf selfﬁ.

concept, .- -

IV, Whon the effect of soclal desirability has been statlsti-

o

\
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. and The Piers-Harris Children s Self-Concept Scale (Pi

* -
&

" cally remcved from the Evaluation Tactor and a set of cri-

, terion measures of self-concept, there is a significant

- L au}tipleicerrelation bet;een the'EveluetiVe factor and a -

~ . . e L. . - . ) - ~ »

set of criterion measures of self-concept.f.

V. When the effect of soclal desirability/has been statisti--
cally removed from the Potency. factor and a set of cri-
terion neasures of self—concent. there is a significant |
multiple correlation between the Potency factor and a set -
of criterion measures of selfoconcept. | | N

YI. When the effect of social desirability has been statisti-

cally removed from the Activity factcr and a set of cri—

terion measures of self-concept, there is a significant “\

nultipla correlation between the’ Activity factor end a set

3
©

of criterion measures ef self-concept. e
The set of criterion measures of self-cencept referred to in the

six reseerch hypotheses consisted of the fcllowing instrumentsa The Ad-

-%

jective Check List ’Gough et el., 1965), the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale. -

(Fitts, 1965)..The Index of Adjustment and Qelues (Bills st al.. 1951).

: employment of a set of criterion measures of self-conc pt instead of a

eingle self«concept measure was decided upon because of the absence of a
bingle instrument which measures all of the dimensions f self-concept.

Past research efforts have demonstrated the reliability and aiidify\ef

~each of the above inst:umente as measurées of self-concept. Bﬁt no empiri-

. ¢4l evidence has been obtained to demonstrate whether ihe‘instrdmentef

Gvere measuring the same or different dimensions of self-concept. -One of

. -
- . -
= ) . - 7
. - - -
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thc purposes of this study was to validate the EPA dimensions as measures

‘ of self—concept. The validation ef the EPA dimensions as measures of

'

gsalf-concept was dependentuupon the dimensions that were measured by the

¢

Terlterion measure of Sﬂlf-concept. Consequently. the criterion measure

~

: of aelf-concept had to include. as many &1mensions of self-concept as pos=-

~
-~

sible, . .

" Population and Sample

: .Tﬁe'popelaxieh in,tﬂis'study easutepth grade high school students.
_Consequently.-tﬁe reeults and conclusions of this/sthdy sheuld not be as-
sumed for any other’age group because of possible. differences in the
'*1fe space” of’ individuals at different age. levels‘-The sample coe;

’ sisted of 208 tenth-grade students ina local'high school, 'The’ tenth
grade was selected because it represents an age qommon to 211 the stan-
dardization populations of the selected set of criterion measures of
self-concept. A eample size of betwsen 200 and 250 1nd1vi§uele was de-

,.cided upon based on the following conéideratione:V | |
1. Stability-of statistical results . -
2. Statistical requirements of factor analysis with respeci to
- '__the number of subjects | ‘ T
3. Economics |
b, Availability of subjects
\5. Minimizing the disruptions to classroon routine caused by
the testing schedule.
- \ A raneom selection of individuals wae not feasible.. Thue to ob-

tain the desired sample size a random selection of ten intact classroons .




A

sirabilitj scale and a vet of four instruments meesuring‘self—conceﬁt

. : 12'

~Thie random selection of class-

out of a possible fourteen was performed.
room3 resulted in a sample size of 240 from which complete data were ob~

(%

tained for 208 students. The finel sample consisted of 100 males and 108

fomeles.
The data for testing-the research hypotheses were obtained b& ad=-,

ministering an instrument in SD format heesuring the ‘concept “MZ, AS I

REALLY AN" with fifty-three bipolar“adjective scales. Also a soclal de-

1

were administered to the sample of 208 sophomores. The Ad jective Check

List (Gough, et al.. 1965), The Tennessee Self-Concept (Fitts, 1965)9 The
Index of Adjustmer;t and Valw.s (Bil1ls et als, 1951), and The Piers-Ha.rris

Children's Self-Ccncept Scale (Piers, 1969) were the instruments employed

to measure self=-concept.
| ' b

St Deecription of Instruments Administered

The four instrueents ohat compoeed“thelset ofﬂcriterion measures
; ef self-concept uere‘selected using the follouingﬂcriteriat
"‘1. The instirument purportedly measures iﬁs general selfeeoncept.'
2. The reliabiiity of the instrument has teen demonstrated;
3« The validity of the 1nstrumen£ has been investigated,
4, The Anstrument has been shown to be usefullin‘mo;e.than one
context in the literature.

Instruments. The Index of Adjustment and Values (IAV) consists

of forty-nine words which occur frequently in client-centereﬁ/interviews

and which seem to present clear examples of self-concept definitions

nson & Shaver, 1969) Subjects use each of these words in the Tol-.
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lowing sentences "I am a (an) person” and then indicate on a
five-point scale how much of the time this statement describes' them.-
Summing their responses to the forty-nine words ylelds a measure of self=-
concept. An internal factor anaiysis,of the forty=-nine uords by Bills
(¥ylie, in press) reeulting in one general evaluative factor.accounting
for most of the variance, validated Bills' procedure of summing\across

disparate items to obtain a total self-concept score, The JAY will also

~

"yield a measure of self~acceptance and ideal self-concepi. Only the

/ v . S ) i
self-cdncept &cale was used in this study, The instr ment has been ad-

ninistered to thousands of high school and college students, as well as

:to various non-student groups. Various reliability and validity values

have been obtajned which have been collected and organized in an undated
nimeographed manuscript by the senier author (Bills. no date).

Wylie (late 1973) found studies reporting corrected split—haif
reliabilities for the self-concept scale rangfng from .53 for 100 college
students to :,2.£or 155 factory workersi test-retest coefficients ranged
from ,90 over a sir;ueek interval for.160 college students to .81 over a

six-month interval for 35 college males, Evidence for convergent-valid-

ity is demonstrated by moderate correlations ranging from .36 fo .60
J . : . .

"with many different purported measures of self-concept.

¥ylie in a forthcoming book (Late 1973) evaluated the rellability
. . |

and validity of. the IAV as follows:

It is evident that the IAV has been used by ma._ 2searchers., Relia-
bility is quite hich. Evidence for converment validity includes cor-
. relations with many different rarported measures of self-reogard---a
wider rancze of such instruments than is the case for any other self-
regard measure., Althouch the derree of convergent validity of any
_of the self-regard scores from the IAV is quits moderate, it is prob-

~
- ¥
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. «

ably as good as that for any extant instrument which purports to mea-
sure "global" self-regard with the uSo of numerous items... {p. 253)

Discriminant validity among the IAV eelf-}egaru scores and between .
any one IAV self-reszard’ score and other conceptually distinzuishabie

vatiables remains unde-or trated because multitralit-multimsthed tech- A

n hues have not been applied. Such evidence 'as 1s avallable suggests
that discriminant va.lidity of both kinds is lacking- (p. 253).

The Tennesses Self-Concept Scals (TSCS). another scale which pur-
ports to measure se)f-concept, is simplo for the subject to take. widely
applicable, well standardized and multidimensional in its description

of self-concept. The scale consists of one hundred self—descriptive

statements which the subject uses to portray his own picture of himself,

k1

The scale is self~administered and can be u;eo with subjects age twelve -

1

or older having at least a sixth-grade reading level. It is also appli-

cable for all people regardless of péychologicel edjustment. The scale
produces a variety of indices, but this study was_concerned ou1y~wi€h'r

the Total P score.

-

) \ n‘. - l
The_respondent answers each of the one hundred statements on the

TSCS on a five-point scale judging the trPth or falsity of the statement

. as it describes himselfﬁ<"A total self-concept score (Total P) is.cb- .
.tqined by summing across all items: of the one hundred.items¥on theb
TSCS, ninety'items are used in the computation of the Total P score. .
Forty-five of the items are positive in content and fofty-five are’ nega-
tive, In scoring, the negative items are reversed those marked one are
given a value of five and these are added to the positive scofe to yleld

the Total P score. The Total P score "rsflects the overallalevel of

eelf—esteem.“
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The TSCS manual (Fitts, 1965) provides norms based on a sample
of 626. eubjects. The subjects included high school and college studente.
the test-retest reliability coefficient for the total self-concept score
of the TSCS, given to slxty college students over ‘atwo-week perlod. was

..91. The reliabllity coefficients for the other nine indices ranged from

.80 to- .92. Vallda tion procedures for the scele have produced four types_a

,of valldity:\\centent. dlscrimiﬁant, convergent, and predictive. Thus

‘.

the validity data support the TSCS as a measurs of self-concegt (Fitte,
1965). / - -

7

i

The Plers-Harrie Children's Self-Concept Scale (PH) Is a se1f~r§r

port 1nstrument designed for children from the ages of elght to fifteen.
The scale was designed primarily for research on the development of chil-
dren 8 self-attitddes and correlates of" these attitudes. The instrument

) ) ’
contains eighty 1teqs reflecting high or lou perceptions of the self.

uhat people say they like and dislike about themselves,- The items‘are
scored in the direction of high self-concept. Norms based'on school
cbildren. gradés four through twelve,.arelevallable.\ The 1nt€rnal con-
sistency of the test has ranged from .78 to .93. ?eet-retest ,reliabllity

coefficients over a two-month and four—month interval were both reported

as boipg .77 for 2&4 fifth graders, Stanwyck and Felker (1971) and oth-

ers cited in the manual (Plers, 1969) lend support to the contention that'

S

the scale possesses validity, - . .-
The %djective Check List (ACL) is a list of three hundred adjec-
tlves that are possible descriptors of one's self, Twenty-four 1nd1ces

-

g “&ve been developed which can Ve scored from one admlnistration of the

4

The content »f the items was formulated from Jersild s (1952) research on -



ACL. This study used only one of the indices: eelf-confidence. This
i{ndex consists of/twenty-cight adjectives "1ndicat1ve" of self-confidence
'and twelve adgectives contraindicative" of self-confidence. A person s
ceccre 15 determined by subtracting the nhmber of contraiﬂdicative from_
Sndicative adjectives checked and then converting to a standard score
.according to sex and total number of adgectives checked. The test-retest
:coefficients for the self-confidence scals range from .63 to .?3. The

ACL indices have indicated considerable construct validity in a wide’

variety of'studiesx(cougﬁ et al., 1965). Acéuiescence is controlled to-
& large extent by assigning etandafd scores after taking "total.nucber
checked” into account. ‘Correlaticns between fhe Edwards Sociel Desir-
ability Scale and the various ACL 1cdio_es have been ge_nera.lly lower .tha.n

for other self-description instruments (Robinson et‘el.;.1969).

¢

Interpretation of the self'-confidence scale is described in the

manual (Gough et al., 1971) as follows:

The high-scorer is assertive, affiliative, outgoing, persistent, an
actionist, He wants to.get things done, and is impatient with peo-
Ple or things standing in his way. He ls concemned about creating
a good impression, and is not atove cuttinz a few corners to achieve
this objective., lHe makes a distinct inpression on others who see
him as forceful, self-confident, determined, ambitious, and oppor~
tunistic, The low-scoring person is a nuch less effective psrson

in the everyday sense of the word-~he has difficulty in mobi*izing
himself and taking action, preferring inaction and contenplation.
Others see him as unassuming, forgetful, mildy preoccupled, reserved,

and retiring. (pe 8)4 {.J

~ The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (SDS) is a scale
vhichvattempts to identify the degree to which an individual describes
hinself in a soclally desirably light in’ crder to achieve approval of

others. The items in ths scale are modelled to achieve a balance of two

types of statementst some culturally accapkablc but probably untrue,

[
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the others possibl} true, but undesirable. The séale consists of thirty- ’
ons true-false items aboyt‘self. Items one and twenty~seven were omitted
because they were inappropriate for thp samfle. Ong point is scoreiwfoir
each response in the socially desirable direction;gith scéres the:g£9re
varying between zero>(no social desirabblity) and thirtf-one-(highe;t
social desiradbility) (Crowne ot al., 1960), Some norms are available and

tho.internal consistency (Kuder»Richardson 20) of the scale is repo:ted

" to be .88, A test-retest correlation ever a ong-month 1nterva1 with -

fifty-sevén college studénts also ﬁaé &8, The authors claim- validity
hy the confirmation of several hypothesas in experimental settings. A _
comprehensive review of the scale is provided by Wiggins‘(1968,.pp. 305-‘ :
308). o
An instrument in SD format was constructed by the investigator
and administered to the sample. The ﬁhrpose of the instrument was to o%-
tain a rough measure of self~-concept by havihg the subjects fespond to
the concept "ME AS I REALLY AM" on fifty-three bipolar-adjective scales.
Each scals has seven defining posiiicns as‘suggested by Miller.(l956)
and is scored from +1 to +7 with +4 being the neutral ca?egory. Each .
scale position is labeled with an adverb as suggested by the results of
a study by Wells and Smith (1960). They found that the amoﬁnt'of differ-
entlation in SD ratings was s?bstQAtially greater when adverbial\labels
were used to define tho scale positions. No adverbial labels led to many
nore ratings at thergnd-points of the scales, The.adverbial quantifiers
used to d;fine the scale position were "extremely;; "quite,é and “slight-
ly,* cuifrf (1959) 1nvestigated the metric Fharacteristics of adverbial

k
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.quantifiers._aed.he 6onclueed that thegabpveledverbe define rating posi~
- tions’wi;ich eie;:ebout equs,rdi_etan;t;ly spaceci. ' } ’
| The fift&rthgea~bipolar-adjactive scales were selected from sev-
~eral SD 1ns£ruﬂents purporting to measure self-concept (Aikep. 19653
4 Farr et al,," 19?2; Gﬁ%iz. 19593 Kubiniec, 19703 Iazowick. 1955; Nisbett
st al.. 1965) A list of the fifty-three bipolar-adgective scale$ can
. be fbund 1n Appendix A, The arrangement of‘khe fifty-three,SD scales as
well as the\polarity of each scale on tee instrument was determined
throdgh a randomization,procedufe to prevent subjects from develobing
response.eets which ceuld reduce éheisen31t1vity of the meaeurement
-_(Heise in Sunimers, 1970) The reeults of research conducted by Kane

3

(1971) supplied no evidence that users of an SD need to be concerned |

7 ¢

about item order effects as a significant source of error variance, Con~

sequently. the order of presentation of each of‘the scales was identical
for each subject, , N

Testing Procedures

- T

' The fifty-three SD scales, the Marlowe-Crowne SDS, and the set.

of criterion measures of self-concept were administered to ten intact -
classes of-ﬁigh school sophowores (N=208), The testing sghedule included
three testing sessioﬁs'uith a one-week time lapse between sessions. The
one-week tine lapse between tésting'ses ns and the rendomization of
the oxder of the .dministratiof of each of} the six instruments within a
claes were employed to minimize transf rom instrument to instrument

and any order of presentation effect, respectively.i

\
rovmeg-.
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Taylor\(1953) using a Q=-sort found the self-concept to be rela=-
tively stable over time intervals up to approximately seven. a;d one-half
months and usually not significantly altered by changes’ in the external
environment. The possibility of changes in a subject’s self-cencept dur-
ing the three~week testing period waé c?nsidered,’eut-based on Taylo;'s
{1953) findihgs, theltransfef from instrument to instrument posed a more
serlous threat to validity than did possible alterations in the self-con-
cept. Thus, the decision to space the testing sessions over a three-week
period was made, The complete testing schedule is presented in Table 1.
jThe instructions given the subjects and the scoring of the TSCS ACL,

IAV, PH, and SDS were those given in the’ manuals of each of the instru-\
ments, The subjects;were instructed to- respond to(the fifty-tﬁree~bipo-
lar-adjective scales in a mannei-similar to that suggested by Osgood et
al. (1957, pp. 82-83)3 the scoring ef éach of the SD scales was previbusly
explained in this chapter. Oral instructions identical to the written
instfuctions were administered for each instrument. Additionally, any
subject who did not fully understand the instructions was given indivig-
ual assistance in solving his difficulties with the response mode., Each

subject was assured that his anonymity would be maintained.

Statistical Analysis of Data

Statistical ‘analyses used in the confirmation of the ZPA factor

structure, Initlally, Pearson product-moment correlations were computed
for all possible pairwise combinations of the fifty-three SD scales, The
resulting correlation matrix was then factor analyzed using alpha factor

analysis (Kaiser & Caffrey,il965).' Guttman'’s (1956). greatest lower bound
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TABLE 1
Testing Séhe@ule of the Four Criterion Me{asu‘res of
Self-Concept (TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH), the Fifty=Three

SD Scales, and the Marlowe-Crowne SDS

|
.CIass 1 : ., Testing Session | -
: 1 2 3
1 ‘ M. - IAV SD
TSCS | SDS . ACL
2 . TSCS ’ IAV ACL
SDS . 8D, PH
3 PH SD ' ACL
CIAV - opses . SDS
4 ACL- | , TAV TSCS
: - SDS s PH
5 sD° PH" AV
. TsCS ‘ SDS - | ACL
. 1
é ACL : B\ .- ' T8CS
SDS . PH " . 'SD
7 LIV AcL SD
~ , TSCS . s8 - PH
8 1AV o TsCs SDS
L SD PH . - ACL
9 - sp IAV ACL
| TSCS PH SDS
10 ” v . ACL ’ SCS
- PH sD . . spsS -
.\ .
3

K- ST TR Sy
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for the initlal communality estimate was used, and the final communali-

~ ties vere determined by an'iterative procediire developed bp Kaiser and

-

Caffrey (1965, pp. 12-13). -
The decision to use a factor analytic method that analyzes only
common variance instead of total variance was based on the following dis=-

cussion by Weiss (1971):

Principal components analysis (a principal axis solution of a corre-
lation matrix with 1,0 in the diagzonal) is the only method of factor
analysis which analyzes the total varlance of edch variable., Since
the variables submitted to principal conponents analysis sometimes
/have low reliabilities (and therefore: low common variance), analyses o

! of these kinds of variables may lead to principal components matrices
- in which some of the factors renresent correlated error variance,

i These factors would be unlikely to replicate in another sample of in-

 dividuals ‘measured on the same variables and, therefore, might lead

© the researcher to draw unwarranted conclusions about the structure '
‘of his variables, Y¥ith the exclusion of the method uf principal com-
ponents. most factor-analytic methods are concerned dply with common
variance, which is that potrtion of the reliable variance of a vari-
able which correlates with other variahles in the matrix. Because
common variance is a {ubset ‘of reliable variance, factor analysis of
common variance should lead to the identification of factors most
likely to be stable from one sample to another (pp. 85-86),

More specifically. the decision fo employ alpha factor analyeis from sev=
eral available factor analytic methode that only analyze common variance
was based on the type of’inference\(peycnometric or statistical) moet'ap-
piopriate to this study. Kaisef and Caffrep«(1965)-nistingnished between
the two types of inferences

To distinguish these two types of inference, consider a rectangular
-matrix of observable scores of "N" irdividuals on "n" variables,
Traditional statistical inference views the “N" individuals as a
(usually random) sample from some larzer population and adtempts to
make inferences about this population from the characteristics of the
sample. On the other hand, what might be termed psychometric infer-
ence considers the "n" variables as a (usvally nonrandomj selaction
from some larger universe of variables and attempts to infer some-
thing about the nature of this universe from a study of the particu-
lar selection of "n" variables (p. 1),
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~ Thus, the purpose of this factor analysis was not to discover the factor
structure for the sample of 208 subJects. Ra.ther, the point of investi-
gation was on gereralizing to a universe of SD scales from a sample of
scales, In other wo;;s.~the dimensions which emerge must be useful, for -
generallzing to avunivqrse of all poscible SD scales uhich might be used
to measure self-concept. | '

fhe criterion for retaining factors before rotation was to retain
only those factors that had positive generalizability (all eigenioqts -d
1.09). The factors satisfying the aboye criterion were then ?dtgted us=

ing Kaiser's (1958) normzi varimax method to approximate simplé struce

ture, Smith'(1962) concluded in his study of comparisons of rotated fac-
"~ tor analyticvsolutions of self-concepc data that Kciser's normal varimax
.method of rotation provided the most satisfactory fcctcr gtrﬁcture'for
1nterp£etation. Prior'to rotation tpe generdlizability coefficient of
‘each factor was computed. Cronbach'S'(195;),gcneralizability cpefflc;ent
sets ac upper limit to the reliability of a factoc.aﬁéearing acrcsé facekﬁ
tor analyses of a given.ﬁattery of tests orﬂscales. The higher the gen-
eralizability coefficlent, the greater the confidence one would have that
the factor vwould appear under varied conditions and uﬁder a variety of
clrcumstances. " Cronbach,. Rajaratnam. and’ Gleser (1963) proposed that the
generalizability coefficient could. also 1hdicate how validly one -can in-
terpret a resulting facto; as being representatiye of a given battery of
tests or a set of scales, \
Thc cocfficient of géhcfalizability is for most purposes an adequate ‘
indicator of the homozeneity of the universe. A small coefficient

implies that one could hope for appreciably closer relation between
observation and interpretation Af he narrowed or redefined -the uni-

k3
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verse of generalization. Thus, the coefficlent helps to estimate the
potential value of the proposed universe as a construct (pe 159).

Only.those factors that had a generalizability coefficient

" 700 and had at ieast.tﬁo scales loading significantly on the factor af- |

ter rotation were interpreted. ‘Parker (1970) developed a°subroutine to
destimate the critical value of factor loadings based on a statistically

based estimate made available in Harman (1967, p. 435) and Holzinger and
Harmanﬂ(1941. pe 131)s The procedure is to calculate the standard.error
of the factor loadings and multiply this value by three. The regulting

value represents the minimum7magnitude'a factorlloading need attain to
- be considered significantly different from zero at the .01 level. Hol-

'zinger et al, (1941) defended why the standard error should be multiplied

‘ by 3.00 instead of 2.58¢

E

\

eee if a particular residual is just twice its standard error (as
given by one of the approximate formulas) it can safely be said that.
this residual is probably insignificantly different from gero. The
* argument -is that the S.E, is protably a 1little larger, and the ratio
. &8 1ittle less, than two. 'For such investigation, thenj;<the level of

significance should be taken at least 3 times the standard error ﬁ.

(ps 131). . \ : o
The above described procedure was utilized to determine which scales
were the defining scales of a factor.

The resulting factor structure of the.factor: analysis of the
fifty-three SD scales indicated that the Potency factor was co;related
with the masculinerfeminine<ocale.. Other authors \Kubiniec, l970| Farr
& Kubiniec,‘19?2) analyzed their data by sex. These two points:suggested
that the underlying uimensions of self-concept as measured by the SD .

technique were different for males and females. In addition to the

above two indicants of a poss ible sex difference, the sex of an individ-

.

o
i



val was added as the fifty-fourth variable to the fifty-thxee SD scales.
The fifty—four variables were intercorrelated and factor anaIyzed (alpha) -
The same factor structure emerged as was previously obtained using:only

the'fifty-three»SD scales, except that the sex variableiwas the largest

) Tloading variable (+711) on the Potencybfactor. As a result of’the above

~

S

evidence for the occurrence of sex differences, the sample was’ separated
hy sex, Pearson product-moment correlations were computed for all possi-

ble pairwise combinations of the fifty-three SD scales for males and fe-

rmales separately, ‘and each resulting intercorrelation matrix was factor

analyzed producing two separate factor structures. From‘thislpoint on
identical analyses_were performed for both the females and males,

kach retained»factor'yas identified and factor scores were esti-
‘mated from the observed scores on each individual for all retained fac-

tors. The Thurstone (1935) least-square estimation’ method was applied

AN v/

in comp ting the factor scores. The decision to use the Thurstone least-

square estimation procedure was based on the results of a study by

-

Frankiewicz (1970). He investigated the selection of a combination of , -

I

factor anaIYtic solutions and factor-score,estimation}methods'which : ;
uouid producelthe most, robust measure of factor scores when. several non- ;

' A
normal distributions of attitude scores were considered.. He was concerned

with nonnormal distributions bécause the truncated Gaussian distribution

)

is often the nonnormal form found for attitude or personality Jtem scores. .
He. found that the factor score estimation method of Thurstoneg when used ~

in ‘combination with alpha factor analysis on-a truncated Gaussian distri-'

.\

bution, was the most robust of the 25 factor ‘analytic factor score esti-

tion combinétions studied. Mulaik's (1972} comment that the Thurstone
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method of estimation is as good as any other method even when the diFtri-

bution of the attribute T interest is not considered lends additional
strength to the decision to use Thurstone s least-square estination

nathod.

§tatist1cal analysis used in the validation of the EPA dimensfbns

as measures of self-concevt, The standard method of establﬁéhing converw-

- gent validity is to correlate the instrument under investigatlon with
other'instruments’that»puiportedly measufe the same variable or trait
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Hypotheses I, II, and II1 vere tested by com=
i puting the multiple cofrelations betweeh the retained factois and the
four criterion meésures,of self-concept. |

Statistical analyses used in the inveastlration of the extent to

i .
which the social desirability factor influenced the EPA dimensions. Ree

search Hyﬁntheses IV, Vo, and V1 weré formdl&ted in an attempt to pfbvide
an‘oporational means to inyestigate possible solutions to the question of
to what extent the resultant dimensions produced by the factor anaiysis
. of the fifty-three SD scalss *could be influenced by 2 social desirability
.-)factor. Tpe Hérlowe-Crowne SDS was used to measure social desirability.
Previously, in the investigation of Research Hypotheses I, 1I,
and III, the fifty-three SD scales were £actor:analyzed for both males
and feﬁales separatelys and factor scores vwere computed for each indivia-
uai for each of the retained factors. Subsequently, each of thess fac-
tors was correlated with the four criterion measures of self-copcept in
an attempt to validate the factors as measures of self-concept.
To investigate whether or not a social desirability factor could

influence any or all of the retained factors, each of the factors was
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co:related with-a measure of social désirab%lity.;‘Any resulting signifi—
caht cofrglations would indicate that social desirabllity qaf‘have influ-
enced the meashrement offself-concopt. Cause and'effgct 1mp11cat1§ns can
not.h;.detérmine& thrdughfthis investigatidn,»sinéé it is essentially
correla@ional. although any degree'of correlationﬁl rglationship found
here would sugéesi that'é.cause and effect relaiionship may be determined
if the.experimental Variaﬁles uer; manipulated,. Once it w#s de}ermined
which dimensions may have been influenced by a soclal dasifabiiity fac-
tor, the question of the extent of this potential influence was ascer-
.tained. A multiple fartial correlational technique (Cooley & Lohnes,
1971) was employed: after the effect of the sgbial desirability factor
‘was removed from’ﬁoth the sst bf criterion measures of self-concept and
a retained self-co;cept factor, the multiple corrslation between the
iesidualized set of criterion measures of self-concept and -the residu-
alized self-concept factor was téste& for signtflcancé.

The develovment 6f g multidimensional SD instrument containing

~

] t . '
specially selected scales to measure self-concevt. As previously men-

tioned in Chapter I several researchérs have indicated that thg existeﬁée
o¥ possible existence of ccncept-scale interactioh, whether. it.4is a func-

| ;1on of relevance or stimulus environment, means that an SD éhould be
validated and adjusted for every new stimulus class with which it is . _/
used. A generalized SD, uéing the standard EPA scales preiioégly;claésii
fied by Osgood, can be used as a rough measurement, but‘ﬁoré:precise mea-
surements will be attained only by tailloring 1hstrument5-to each concept
domain so aé“tovcoht:ol for concept-scale interactions. Thus.u;n the

4 .
O sent study, an attempt was made to develop an SD instrument whose spe-'




- eific purpose is to measure self-concept. The refined SD instrument de-~

veloped in this study contains specially selected scales whose underly=-

<" "4ng dimensions and factor loadings were 49termined by having subjects

‘yespord to a selected stimulus from a list of self-concept stimuli culled

from the literature, This SD instrument specifically tailored for, the
neaaurement of self-concept was developed bas2d upen the conclusions de~
ved from the results of the analyses that wore conducted as described A.
:i:lhe previous two sections. | | . . \ .
The initial procedure io\the development(éf the refined SD instru-
ment was to determine which scales should be used to define the factors
founi eo correlate significantly with the set oflcriterion measures of

self-concept. - The complete set of scales that defined the self-concept |

fhctors resulting from the factor analysis was not used ‘for the following

‘-

xeannez' _
| : 1. Generally, an unweighted procedure is emplored to obtain a
eelf-concept score because of the difficult& of obfaining &
differentialiy welghted score. ' ' — | P
2, If an unweighted procedure is utilized, then the orthogo-
- nality of the factors is no ionger preserved; (
3. The defining scales of the‘self-concept'factors were obiained
uithout any consideration of the social desirability factor.

-~

As can be ascertained from the above,. 1t was desired that the SD self-

concept factors, each represented by an unweighted factor score, not cor=

relate significantly with one another or with the measure of social desir-

ability. To obtain factors possessing the aforementioned properties, the

'defining scales of the retained factors were correlated with the woighted

\‘l« P . . R :‘?5

Lo
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factor scores, Any scale that correlated éignificantly with @he measure
of sqcial desirability or a weigﬂted factor score of which it was not a
defininé scale, was rejected as a scale t§ be used 1n_;he‘computétiou of
“the ePweighted factor score. A simple prpgedure Suggested by Heise‘(in
Summers, 1970) for calculating unweighted factor scores was usedi éimply
éetermine the mean rating over all those scales on a faétor and iet this
zean represent the unweighted fadtpf score. Heise (in Summers, 1970)
does éaﬁtion that this procedure assumes that the original factor load-
ings of the defining scales for a given factor'were-all high, éomparablg
- in size, and loaded mainly 6n one factorj only if these assumptions are
serioﬁsly violated is it necessary to resort to a more céhplicated bré-
.cess 1nvoiv1ng a differential weighting procedure to produce factor
scores., M o
The final steép was to determine if each of the_sélf-concept di=-
mensions, represented now by the unweighted factor ;cbfes, correlated
';1gn1ficantly H;th the set of criterion measures of self-concept; a mul=-
tiple cortelatiop approach was used, Additionaily, coefficient alpha
{Cronbach,; 1951) which is an estimate of the internal consistency relia-

bility was odbtained fof each of the seif-concept factors.




RESULTS

®

Psychometric Data Related to the Set of Criterion Measures of Self-

Conceﬁf and t§9 Fifty-three SD Scales
Tables 2 and 3 provide the means and standard deviations for thé

. TSCS, ACL, Pﬁ. IAV, Marlowe-Crowne SDS, and the fifty-three SD scales;'
respectivgly. The obtained meanSAQnd standard deviations for the TSC§.
PH, and SDS are'comparable to.thqse'means and standard deviations in the
manuals for those studies using';enth grade subjects. T;ble 4 shows the
- coefficient alpha estiméte of the in£ernal consistency reliability of
the TSCS (Total P score), ACL (SelffConfd.dence scc;re‘). IAV (Self-Ccacept
score), PH, and SDS., Studies previously c1te& in Chapter IIT found in=-
ternal consistency reliability estimates for the IAV to range from .78
- to «93, the SDS to range from .75 to 88, and the PH to range from .78
to .93, Where comparisons are possible the estimates of internal con-
sistoency reliability of this study are Yithin or élose to thé range of
the internal consistency reliabilitiés ré%orted in other siudies. The
internal conéistency of each instrument with the possible exception of

" the Marlowe-Crowne SDS was demonstrated to be high. .

Results of the Alvha Factor Analvsis of the Fifty-three SD Scales

Prior to the testing of the hypotheses an alpha factor analysis

of the fifty-three SD scales had to be performed to determine if the un--

. ‘ S~
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TABLE 2
Heans and Standard Deviations for T3CS,
ACL, TAV, PH, and the Marlowe-Crowne SDS

for Males, Females, and Total Sample

Instrument

Males (N=100)  Females (N=108)  Total Sample (N=208)

Mead  SD Mean  SD Mean SD
15CS 315.95 30,04 . 323.84 35,55 | 319.95 3330
ACL U784 7,69 49,15 6.80 48,52 229 .
v 175.76 24,38 181,78 25,32 178,89 25,11
P 50,80 12,33 53.57 1236 s2.2h 1246
DS |

12,21 4,96 1466 - 4,79 1348 5.0
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wAELE 3

Means and Standard Deviations of Each of the Fifty-Three

SD Scales for Males, Females, gnd the Total Sample

)

.-
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Scale Males Females Total Sample
, Mean Sh Mean SD Mean SD
kind-cruel 5,240 1,031 5,769 0,728 5,514 0,925
motivated-aimless 5.J10 1,182 5,019 1,361 5.063 1,279
strong-weak 5,330 1.010 4,935 1,165 5.125 1,111
calm-axcitable “o 239 1. 5"‘8 3 0259 1, 6“6\ 3 0726 1. 672
eager-indifferent 5,010 1,212 5,426 1,188 5.226 1,218
participant-non-participant 5.030 1,360 5,398 1,269 5.221 1,326
large-small 4,380 1,156 3.991 1,411 4,178 1.309
complex~-simple 4,230 1.469 4.167 1,607 4,197 1.543
friendly-unfriendly 5.530 1.014% 6,093 0,740 5,822 0,926
relaxed-tense 5,060 1,287 4,731 1,525 4,889 1,425
likeable-unlikeable 5 «210 1,160 5 . 602 .1, 0’-&5 5 1&13 1.119
hard-soft lh 390 1. 085 3 «102 1, 209 3 . 721 1, 319
affectionate-hostile 5,040 1.248 5,778 0,906 5,423 1,145
intelligent~unintelligent 5,540 0,984 5,250 1,055 5,289 1,032
leader-follower 4,800 1,158 4,583 1,019 4,688 1,093
free-constrained 5,170 1,217 5,000, 1,240 5,082 1.232
clean-dirty 5.530 1.127 5,981 1,089 5,764 1,130
serious-humorous 3.030 1.330 2,972 1.350 3,000 1,341
severe-lienient 3.500 1,127 3,231 1,160 3,361 1,152
rugped-delicate 8,170 0,980 3.667 1,401 4,389 1,430
interestine-borinz 4,900 1,082 5,361 0.810 5.139 0,978
impertant-unimportant 4,860 1,225 5,056 1,096 4,962 1,164
‘opagque-transparent 4,400 1,049 4,454 1,235 4,428 1,150
reserved-~talkative 3,620 1,483 3,009 1,518 3,303 1,535
- active-passive 5,490 1,044 5,565 1,249 5,529 1,156
indepenient-dependent 4,720 1,537 4,639 1,669 4,678 1,607
useful-useless: 5.430 1,098 5,528 1,158 5,481 1.131.
- tough-frasile §.360 0,911 4,426 1,321 4,875 1.234
wise-foolish 5.260 0,986 5,139 0,995 5.197 0.993
happy-sad 5.‘#‘0 1.10? 50’?95 1.052 5.625 1.09“
soclable-unsociable 5,300 1,187 5,796, 1.043 5,558 1,142
Q (cont,)
XV
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TABLE 3 (cont.)

Scale Males Females Total Sample

Mean SDh Mean SD Meanﬁ. sh

sharp-dull 5.050 1.033 5.919' 1,202 5,034 1,124 -

Buperior-inferior _ l#.690 100_36 4.’#63 00897 4.5‘72 00973
honest~dishonest © 5,160 1,440 5,583, 1,140 5.380 1,310
ensrgetic-letharzic - 5,180 1.236 5,306 "1.524. 5,245 1.395
fresh-stale 4.880 ,10186 5.0"‘6 10294 40966 ) 1.2%
competent-incompetent 5,250 ii.ooa 5.352 1.048 5,303 1,028 .
rash-cautious 3,140 Q.249 3,093 1.309 3.115 1,281
deep-shallow L,570 1,107 4,676 1,304 4,625 1.214
enjoyable-unenjoyable 5,200 1,158 5,685 0,997 5.452 1,104
masculine-feminine 5.320 1,516 2,778 1,560 4.000 14995
.unselfish-selfish 4,900 1.425 4,991 1.555 4,947 1,494
. good-bad C - 4,890 k55 4,839 1,480 4.889 1,468
sensitive~insensitive 4760 1,401 5.806 1.067. 54303 1,344
fast-slow 50300 1.308 4.796 10208 5.038 10282
sweot-bitter 4,410 1,011 5,028 1,142 4,731 1.124
hot-COId '4.?10 1 [] 003 lh'-&SLF 0 o 927 ll-. 577 00 973
nice-awful _ ) 5.210 1.235 5.704 0,874 5.466 1.091
big-little o . 4,690 1,278 3.889 1.377 4.274 1.389
powerful-powerless : 5.320- 0.882 4,830 0,910 5.091 0,923

quiet-noisy 4,300 1.439 ‘4,000 1,447 4,048 1,444

Note. - The ad jective pairs are érranged such that the first ad jective of
the palr was assigned a seven and the second adjective of the bair was .
assigned a one,, Qn the Anstrument the polarity of the scales was ran-
donized, ' ) _ -

A

A}
Pl




TABLE 4

Internal Consistency Reliability of the

TsCs, AcL, IAV, PH, and Marlowe-Crowne SpDS

33

—_— .
. Instrument Coefficient Alpha ‘N
TSCS (Total p scale) 0,959 - 208
ACL (Self—Confidenca sealei‘ 0.879 208
IAV (Self-Concept scale) 0.955 208
PH 10,903 208
SDs 0.755 208
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! | ., _ |
derlying factor structure could be classified as EPA. The alpha factor

snalysis (Table 5) ef‘the fifty-three SD scales produced sixteen factors
witn.positive,generalizability. The sixteen factors accounted for
53;420% of the total varlance., Only three of the sixteen factors were
interproted because thirteen of thy factors were unable to meei the cri-
teria of a generalizability coefficient Eé +700 and having at least two
significant factor loadings., Factor 1 was identified as an Evaluative
factor. The Evaluative factor had a generelizebilitj coefficient = ,953,
accounted forgZB.h&Z% of the common variance, accounied.for 12,523% of
the total varlance,-and contained sixteen scales loeding significantly,
Factor 2 was identified as a Potency fa?tor. The Potency factor had a
generalizability coefficient = ,871, accounted for 11.125% of the common

variance. accounted for 5.943% of the total variance, and contained four

i
L <

: ecales 1oading,significant1y. Factor 3 was named an “Aspired-Self“ fac-
tor. The “Aspired~Self“ factor hed a generalizability coefficient = '
.812, accounted for 9, 662% of the common variance. accounte& for 5.162%
of the total variance, and contained five scales loading significantly.
Factor 1 was identified as an Evaluative factor because of the predpni-""
.pance of Evaluative scales. as classified by previous research. loading\
aignificantly on the factor. The same pfocedure used for the identifica- -

‘tion of Factor 1 was used to identify Factor 23 the predominance of Po-

‘ tency scales, as classified by previqus research, loading significantly

on the factor. Factor 3 was named an "Aspired-Self“ﬂfactor because of

1,
.
“

the image evoked by the five defig%gg‘scales es a conglomerete. The
“qualities of being sharp. deep. fiesh. energetic, and good seem to be

qualities that any person would aspire to’pcssess whether he is male or
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,

female. “The "Aspired-Self" factor was common to both sexes (Tables 8 and
10). Table 6 contains the dafinigg scales and their factor loadings for
the three retained factors.

It was at this stage that the 1nvestigatorlwas alerted to the
possibility of the second kactor (Potsncy) being related to the sex of B
the rospondent. To pursue this possibility. the sex of an 1nd1vidual was
added as the fifty~-fourth variabae to tﬁsﬁfifiy-three SD scales. The
fifty-four variables were 1ntercorrelated and tpe resulting~correlation
matrix factor analyzed (alpha) The same factor structure emerged ds
previously reported (Tabl\\ § and 6), except that the sex variable was
the 1argest loading variable (.711) on the Potency factor. Since the
factor load;ng of .7}i sepresented the correlation: between the Pbtshcyﬁ.
factor and\the sex variasle, this result"ygs indicative that the ;e-'
sponses to the SD scales were highly réisted to the sex of the 1ﬁd1vid-
ual, Consequently, thlg finding suggested that the" underlying factor
structure of seif-concept as measured by the SD method was different for
| males pndafemales? As a result, éach of the six research hypotheses was
issted twices onée for males and once for females., Identical statisti-
sal procedures wefs used for each sex,

} fi-Thé resulss of the alpha factsr analysis of the sales' responses
to the fifty-three SD scales are given in Tables.7 and 8, Sixteen fac-
tors émerged with positive geﬁeralizabil;ty. The sixteen factors ac=-
counted fsr 61,0057 of the total variance. Of the sixteen factors only
five were interpreted because eleven of tho factors failed to meet the

criteria. of a generalizability coefficient 2 700 and having at least .

+vo significant factor loadings. Factor 1, identified as an Evaluative



TABLE 6

The Defining Scales and Fxctor Loadings for Bach of the Three Factors
‘Meeting the Retention Criteria of Ceneralizability 2 ,700 and More
~ than One.Significant Factor Loading, Resulting from an Alpha Factor
Analysis of the 53 X 53 Intercorrelation tatrix of SD Scales for Total
‘ Sample (szos)

Y \
Factor 1 o .. Factor 2,
(Evaluative) - o, (Potency)
Scale ' Factor Scale - . Factor
Loading . Loading

soclable-unsociable (E)? o716 . rugged-delicate (P) ~ ,734
happy-sad (B) ; «709 - tough-fragile (P) _#713
1ikeable-unlikeable 681 masculine-feminine () 589
- useful-useless (&) - 584 bold-timid (P) . +569
'interesting-boring (E) o577 .
important-unimportant (E) «576

'friendly-unfriendly () - "« 568

sweet-bitter () «567 .

enjoyable-unenjoyabls (Z) . 567 -

active-passive (A) + 504 :

resorved-talkative . =a501

eager~-indifferent (A)  Jh75

kind-cruel (E 70

nice-avful (E J61

participant-non-participant ,455

affectionate-hostile L7

t:: . K
Note, - All scales defining a factor are significant at the .01 level,
A scale had to load = 436 to be significant.

Note, ~ The adjective vairs are arranged such that the first adjective
’ was assigned a seven and the second adjective of the pair was ase
signed a-o6ns, On the instrument the polarity of the scales was
randomized,

&The letter in parentheses indicates the dimension that the scale repre-
sonts as determined by previous studiest S =« Evaluvation, P = Potency,
A = Activity, Blank = not previously determined.

{cont.) - !
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AT .
TABIE 6 (cont )
. |
. ' Factor 3 ‘
| (Aspired-self) . .
Seale | Factor
Ioading
sharp~dull (A) - 648
fresh-stale (E) "0
deep-shallow (P) .58%
energetic-letha.rgic (4) .558

gooe-baa (8)

«529

PN

.
e ——
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TABIE 8
%
Theé Defining Scales and Pactor loadings for Each of the Five Factors
Meeting the Retention Criteria of Generalizability z ,700 and More than
Ona Significant Factor loading, Resulting from an Alpha Factor Analysls
of the 53 X 53 Intercorrelation Matrix of SD Scaless Males Onl{ {N=100)

\
5

}

Factor 1 Factor 2 L
(Evaluative) (Potency) '
Scale Factor Scale Factor
Loading Loading

friendly-unfriendly ()2 «760  tough~fragile (P) .725
nice-awful (&) o726  strong-weak (P) | 0619
kind-cruel (%) 674 rugged-delicate (P) 556
sociadble-unsociable (E) 631  bold-timid (P) « 508
affectionate-hostile «580 powerful-powerless (P) 473
happy-sad (E). o554 happy-sad (E) M2k
likeable-unlikeabls ¢525 Aimportant-unimportant (E) ,382
superior-inferior (=) 197 .reserved-talkative - ~¢339
enjoyable-unenjoyable (E) 65 enjoyable-unenjoyalle (E) o317
leader-follover JM62  useful-useless (2) 303
sweet-bitter (&) 452 likeable-unlikeable 4285
1ntolligant—unintelligent (E) J19  free-consirained (P) «278
competent-incompetent 417" .sociable-unsoclabdle (&) 0277
rash-cautious (A) -,409 fast-slow (A) 0271
interesting-boring (E) «395 rash-cautious (A) o251
unselfish-selfish (E) .87
eharp-dull (A) 379 , \
participant-~non-participant «377
honest-dishonest (%) 0351
relaxed-tonse (E) 325
severe-lenisnt (P) =317
reserved-~talkative - -e304

_ sensitive~insensitive 297

*~ mportant-unimportant (E) - «281
masculine-feminine (P) .e270
poverful-powerless (P) «260

Note, - All scales defininz a factor are significant at the ,01 level,
,A scale had to load 2 ,258 to be significant. .

. o (cont.)
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]
TABLE 8 (cont.)
- Factor 3 ' . Factor & '
~ (Mood) - | " (Aspired-Self)
Scale ’ . Factor - Scale ‘ Factor
: Loading. Loading
[ ) : =
opaq;e*transﬁarent (p) - - ".687:  deep-shallow (P) ' 673
enjoyable-unen joyable (E) 125 masculine-feminine (P) o623
‘hot-cold (A) 400  fresh-stale (E) «532
complex-simple (A) « ) +389 sharp-dull (A) o451
sweet~bitter (E) . ~ . «¢363 complex-simple (A) . 0326
hard-soft (¥) 347  wise-foolish (3) o318
serious-numorous (P) . . " «s292 unsslfishe-selfish (m) 0312
motivated-aimless (A) - '+281 fast-slow (A) ', «280 .
Factor § - . o
(Physical Size) . R
.Scale .  Factor
Loading
" large-small (P) «809.
big-little (P) o755
“heavy~1irht (P) - +677

independent-dependent =,348

®The letter in parentheses indicates the dimension that the scale repre-
- gents as determined by previous studies: E°'= Evalvation, P = Fotency,
. A = Activity, Blank = not previous determined,
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fackor. had a geheralizability'cocfficient = .953 and accounted for
19.244% and 11,740% of the common and total varianceg, respectively.
Factor 2 was identified s a Potency factor. Thé Potency factor had a
generalizability coefficlent of .833, accountéd for 9.87% of the common
variance, and accounted for 6.993% of the totdl variance., Factor 3 was
labeled a "Mood" factor. This factor had a genpfaliz;bility coeffielent
T - G 779, accounted for 5,207 and‘3.611% of the common ami £ota1 vari-
ances, respéctively. FapiéfAb appeared t; be similar to Factor 3 ("As-
pired-Self*) which had émerged previously (Table 6) in the fzctor anal-
ysis of the fifty-three SD seales using ihe total sample. Consequently,
Factor 4 was also named an "Aspired-Self" factor. It had a generaliza-
bility coefficien? of ,750, accounted for 7.030% of the common varianée,
and accounted for'b.289% of the total variance, Faéto: 5 was labeled a
"Physical Size" factor. The "Physical Size¢" factor had a generalizabil-
ity coefficient = ,714 and accounted for 7,246% and L,420% of the common
and total varianées, respectively., Factor 1 was identified as an Evalua-
tive factor because of the predominance of Evaluative scales loadiﬁg sigj .
nificantly 'on the factor, Factor 2 vas identified as a Potency factor
ﬁocause the:iafgest 51gn1f1cant factor loadings were predominataly Po-
tency scales, Factor 3 was named a "Mood" factor;“ The subjects were
responding to the concept "ME AS I REALﬁY AM" amd it appeafs as 1fvthey
were describing two different "ME's” which were depoﬁgent upon their
- )
R0od . One "MZ AS‘I REALLY AM® was enjoyable, humorous, motivated, and
"hot (in the connotative sense); while the o£her “ME AS 1 REALLY AM" was
opaque, complex, hard, and bitter. Factor 5 was labeled a "Physical

‘81ze™ factor because three of the four defining'bipolar-adjectiva scales

\
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were adjectives commonly used to describe a-person's vhysical size, .

Table 8 contains the defining scales and their factor loadings for thé'
. five retained factors, ‘ 8

The results of the alpha factor analysis of the females® re-

sponses to the fifty-three‘SD scales are ﬁresented.in Tables 9 and 10,
Sixteen faptois emerged with positive gengrali;ab%iity. The sixteen fac-
tors ;ccounted for 60,094% of the total varlance. Of the sixteen factors
only five weré-interpreted because eleven of the factors falled to mest
the criteria of a generalizability coefficlent Z:v.700 and having at
least two significant factor loadings, Factor 1 identifled as an Evalua-
tive factor, had a generalizability coefficlent of <943 and accounted for
16.279% and 9.783% of the common and total variances, respectivq}y. The‘
second factor was labéléd the "Aspired-Self" factor. This factor had a
generalizability coefficient of .839. accounted for 12.386% of the common
variance, and accounted for 7.443% of the total variance., Factor J was
identified as a Potency factofa The Potency factor had a_generalizabilitj
coefficient = .82l and accounted for 7.173% and 4,310% of the conmon and
total variances, respoctively., Factor 4 was identified as an Activiti ‘
f&ctor. The Activity factor had a generalizabdbility coefficient of _7§u,
accounted for 7.957% of the common variance, and accounted for 4.782% of
the total variance, Factor 5 was labeled an “Intellectual '111ty" fac-
tor and 1t had a generalizability coefficlent = ,709 and a:jzgfted for
7.843% and 4.,473% of the common and total variances, respectively., Fac-
tor 1 was identified as an Zvaluative factor because of the predominance

of Evaluative scales, as classified by previous research, loading signi- .-

ficantly on the factor., The socond factor was labeled the "Aspired-Self"
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TABLE 10

The Defining Scales and Factor Loadings for Each of the Five Factors
Meeting the Retontion Criteria of Ceneralizability = ,700 and More
than Ons Significant Factor Loading, Rosulting from an Alpha Factor Anal-
ysis of the 53 X 53 Intercorrelation Fatrix of SD Scaless Females (N=108)

"y

Factor 1 Factor 2
(Evaluative) g (Aspired-Self)
Scale Factor ' Scale .~ Pactor
Loading _ Loading

eager-indifferent (A} 687 masculine-feminine (P) = =,742

happy-sad (E) 686 fresh-stale (E) »738

soclable-unsociable (E) +656 sharp-dull (4) «730
~ important-unimportant (E) 630 energetic-lethargic (A). +689

useful-useless (E) 628 good-bad () 667

participant-non-participant 590 unselfish-selfish (&) «598

interesting-boring (=) 493 rashe-cautious (A) - 468

powerful-powerless (P) 476 deep-shallow (P) ‘ T W36k

‘active-passive (A) 385 fast-slow (4) 324

relaxed-tense (A) «361 : : '

‘likeable-unlikeable - <343

affectionate=hostile . o342

enjoyable-unenjoyable - « 340

nice~awful (E) <333

clean-dirty (E) v 328

reserved-talkative -.316

sweet-bitter (E) 316

motivated-aimless (A) «309

deep-shallow (P) ' -,308

calm-excitable (A) -4300

rash-cautious (A) -,268

leader~follovwer »289

superior~inferior (E) «280

/

Note, - A1l scales defining a factor ars significant at the ,01 level,
A scale had to load = ,278 to be significant,

(cont,)
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TABLE 10 (cont.)
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Factor 3 " Factor &4
(Potency) (Activity)
* Scale Factor Scalse Factor
. loading Loading
opague-transparent (P) « 596 quiet-noisy (&)2 -4713
complex-simple (A) - " +530 reserved-talkative -,621 .
rugged-delicate (P) o527 serious~humorous (P) - l55
- tough-fragilp (P) 493 active-passive (A) 11
deep-shallo# (P) 378 enjoyable-unenjoyable (E).401
motivated-aimless (A) 363 severe-lenient (P) -¢393
calm-excitable (A) o320 strong-weak (P) 0316
bold~-timid (P) 311 bold-timid (P) 312
. fast-slow (A) «278

&The letter in parentheses indicates the dimension that the scale repre-
sents as determired by previous studiess E = Evaluation, P = Potency,
A = Activity, Blank = not previously determined.

Factor §
(Intellectual Ability)

Scale Factor

Loading -

. wise-foolish (&) S +638 i
honest-dishonest (E) T 4611
intelligent-unintelligent (E) 560
fast-slow (A) B 486
competent-incompetent 1400 o *

Kind-cruel (%) - L 321




&

factor because 1t appearcd to be similai in content to Factor 3 (“Aspiied-
Self") which had emerged pfeviously (Table 6) in the factor analysis of
"the fifty-tﬁree SD scales using the total sample.“Factors 3 and 4 were
Adentified as Potency and Activity factors, respectively, because of the
significant loading of refe*enceQPotency and ‘Activity scales on Factors
3 aimd 4, respectively. Such scales as tough~-fragile, deep-shallow, and

; opaque-fransparent have been fourd in previous reseafch vhen applyiné
the SD technique to many varied concepts to be reprosentative of the ’2}h
Potency dimension, Such scales as active-passive and fast«slou have been
commonly found)to be representative of the Activity cimansion. Factor 5,
was interpreted as an'"Intéllcctuai Ability" factor because:of the ap-
parent semantic relationshipvbctween the defining scaias.[ The scales
defining the fifth factor that were instrumental in the interpretation
of the factor as an “inte:lectuai Ability" facto; weres wise-foolish,
intclligent-unintell1gent, competent-incompetent, and fast-:low, Table
10 contains the defining scales and their factor loadings “or the five |
retained factors.

Results Related to the Investiration of Research vaotheSes I, TI, and IIT

B
Table 11 contains the intercorrelation matrix of the five retained

factors using welghted factor:scores from the responses of the males to
the fiftyfthree SD scales, the four criterion measures of self;concept
(TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH), and the Farlowe-Crowne SDS. The five factors, al-
though slightly 1ntcfcorrelated do represent orthogonal dimensions which

T

is an expscted property of the factor analytle method and type of rota-
tion utilized. ' ﬂ7
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The evidence to support Research Hypotﬁeses,li, II, and III for

males is glven in Table 12, The’multiple correlation detween the Evalua-

" tive factor agd ihe set of criterion measures of selffconcept for males

. was ,473, The F-ratio was 6.864, significant at the .05 1evei.f/Conse-
‘quently, it was concluded that the multiple corre}ation~betweenfthe Eval~-
uatiye factor and the set of criterion measures of self-conceﬁt is s&g-
nificantly different f&om zero, Research Hypothesis II for‘males was
also supported, that iss thé”multiple co¥relation between the Potency
factor and the set of criterion measures of self-concept is significantly
different from zero., The support of Research Hypotheéis IJ was based on
the magnitude of the multiple correlation (.313) betweeﬁ\the Potency fac-
tor and the set of criterion measures.of self-concept which produced an
f-ratio (2.594) significant at the .05 alpha level. The investigation of
Research Hypothesls III for males was not’possible because the Activity
factor d1d not emerge from the alpha factor analysis of the fifty-three
SD-scales. Although the "Mood" factor, the “Aspired-SelI" factor, and
the "Ph&sical Size" factor were not hypothesized to emerge from the alpha
factor analysis of the fifty-three SD scales, the multiple correlations
bétween each of these factors and the set of criterion measures of self-
qoncept vwere computed. Tabfe 12 shows that none of these multiple corre-
lations vere signif;cantly different from zero at the .05 level,

Table 13 shows the order of importance of the independent vari-

ables {TSCS, ACL, YAV, PH) in predicting the dependent variable (one of
the five factors from the factor analysis of the fifty-three SD scales)

for the sample of males, The selection of the firs{ predictor was based

O .he highest zero-order correlation betweon the dependent variadle and




TABLE 12

Hultiplé Correlations and F-Ratios for Each of the Five Factors from
the Fifty-Three SD Scales with the Four Criterion Measures of Self-
Concept (TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH): Weighted Solution, Males Only (N-lOO)_

50

Deperdent Variable . Independent Varlables
from SD : ' TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH .
Multiple R F-Ratio
~ Factor 1 (Eva.lhative) 473 6.864*
. Factor 2 (Potency) 313 2,594
Factor 3 (Mood) ! 0259 1.712
Factor 4 (Aspired-Self) 181 0.812
Factor 5 (Physical Size) . «200 0.993

*p( 00_5
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TABLE 13

Order of Importance of the Indeperdent Variables (TSCS, ACL, IAV,
PH) in Prediciing the Dependent Variable (One of the Five Factors .
from the Factor Analysis of the Fifty-Three SD Scales) Determined
by the Improvement in the Multiple Correlation: Males Only (5=100)

" Dependent ' Order of Indsverdent Varlables

' Variable “First | Second Third Fourth
"~ Factor 1 | IAV PH TSCS  ACL

- (Evaluative) (22.501)* (b,428)* (0.286) (0.000)

Factor 2 ACL 7508 OPK ©IAV

" (Potency) ; (8.733)* (2e572) . (0.198) - (0.016)_

Pactor 3 ' AV ACL M - TE0s

(Mood) L (san)x (24492) - (0.238) . (2,009)

Factor 4 o AV B - TSCS ACL

(Aspired-Self) i (2.984) (0.240).. (0.208)° . - (0.005)

Factor § . 7\ . acL . - eses - PH

(Physicul Size) . (2.647)  (1.301) - (0.069) . (0.026)

§

Note, - The F-ratio of the improvement in thé multiple correlation with '
“the addition of that variable is the number in pa.rentheses undar
each 1ndependent variible,

*#p< .05 L
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o : - - . D ’ \
the irdepsndent variables. A predictor was deternined to be a signifi- -
cant predictor if the Feratio of the 1mprovement in the multiple correla-'
tion with the addition of that predictor'was significant. The IAV and
PH were significsnt-predictors of the Evaluative factor and'the ACL Was j
the only significant predic£or cf the Poteﬁcy.facth;

Table 14 contains the intercorrelation satrix of tﬁe five retained
factors using weighted factor scoies from the responses of the females. to

)the fifty-three SD scalss, the four criterion measures of selfocone;pt
(Tscs, ACL, IAV, PH), and the Marlowe-Crowne SDS. - =

' The svidence to support Research Hypotheses I II, amd-III for
females 1s given in Table 15. The multiple correlation beszeen the Evalu-

'ative factor ani the set of criterion measures of self-concept for fe- |
nales was .558. The F-ratio for this correlation was 11.653 which sas
significant at the .05 alpha level, Thus, it was concluded that thqigufi
tiple correlation between the Evaluative4facsor and. the set of criterion -
measures of self-concept is signifieantly different from zero. Research
Hypothesis II for femaleslvas not supporied and 1t was conclude& that
‘the mpltiple'eoffelation («223) bgﬁuaen the Potency factor and the set of
eiiteglon measures of self-concept ié/nqt significantly differest from
goro (F-ratio = 1.347) at the .05 alpha level, Research Hypothesis III
for feﬁales was supported, . Therefore, the;multiple-cerreletion between
the Activity faetor snd the‘set’ef crite*ios.measures of sel?-concept is
significaetly different froflzero. The support of Research Hypothesis

" III was based upon the magnitude -of the multiple correlatien (+307) ba-
twean the Activity factor and the set of criterion‘measures of self-con-
copt which produced an P—ratio (2.695) significant at the .05 alpha j”

A

Q N ) “ .
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TABLE 15
Multiple Correlations and F-Ratlos for Each of the Five Factors from
the Fifty-Threes SD Scales with the Four Criterion Measures of Self=
Concept (TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH): Weighted Solution, Females Only {N=103)

54

Dependent Varlable Indopendent Variables

from SD TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH
Multiple R F~Ratio
?gétor 1 (Eva.luative)’- «558 11.653%
Factor 2 (Aspired-Self) «207 1.157
Factor 3 (Potency) r 0223 1,347
Factor 4 (Activity) { «307 2,695iﬁ
Factor 5 (Intel. Ability) oli3h 50992%

R p <L .05.
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level., Although the "Aspired-Self" facto£ ;nd the ;Intellectual Ability“
factor were not hypothesized to emerge from the alpha factor analysis of
the fifty-three 5D scales, the multiple correlatibn betwean eéach of these -
factors ard the set of ciiterion measuraes of self-concept was computod,
_ Tabls 15 ahoﬁq tgat the multiple correlation between the "Aspired-Self"
factor and the sagt of cr;tefipn measures éf self-concept was not signifi-
cant at the .05 level, This same result occurred for ihe "Aspired-Self"
factor for nales. However, the multiple correlation (J434) botwean the
®Intellectual Ability"” factor and the set of criterion measures of self-
concept produced an F-ratio (5.992) that was significant at the .05 alpha
loevel. Thus, it was concluded that the multiple correlation betiween the
*"Intellectual Abllity" factor and the set of criterion measures of self-
concept was significant. |

Table 16 shows the crder of importance of the indepsmdent vari-
ables (TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH) in predicting the dependent variable (one of
the five factors from the factor analysis of the fifty-thrge SD scales)
for the sample of females. The IAV and PH were significant predictors of
the Eva;pative factor. The ACL was the only significant predictor of the
Activity factor and the TAV was the only significant predicter of the

"Intellectual Ability" factor.

Results Relatod to ihe Investisation of Research Hypotheses IV, V, and VI

Table 11, presented previcusly (p. 48), indicated that the corre-
lation (-.279) for males between the Potency factor and a measure of
social desirability (Marlowe-Crowne SDS) was significantly different from

zero at the ,05 alpha level, The correlations batween the four other re-
, .




TABLE 16

h 3

Order of Importance of the Indepsndent Variables (TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH)
in Predicting the Dependent Variables (One of the Five Factors from
the Factor Analysis of the Fifty~-Threo SD Scales) Determined by the
Improvement in the Multiple Correlations Females Only (N = 108)

Depsndent Order of Indenendent Variables
. Yariable First Second Third Fourtn
Factor 1 IAV PH ACL TSCS
(Evaluative) (31.367)* {10,010)* (1.835) (0.575)
Factor 2 TAV TSCS ACL PH
(Aspired-Self) (3.118) . (0.781) (0.495) (0.006)
Factor 3 1 ACL IAV TSCS
(Potency) (3.112) (1.944) (0.388) (0.002)
Factor & ACL TSCS IAV PH
(Activity) (10,641 )% - (0.356) (0.028) (0.028)
Factor § IAV PH ACL TSCS
(Intel, Ability) (23.292)* (0.999) (0.067) (0.048)

Note, - The F~ratio of the improvement in the multiple correlation with
the addition of that variable is the number in parentheses under
each independent variable,

*p < .05
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tained factors for males (Evaluative, "lood," “Aspired-Self," "Physical
Size%) and the measure of social desirability wore not signlficantly dif-
feront from zero at the .05 alpha level. One can conclude that the mea-
surement of the Ev#luation dimensiop for males was not influenced by a
social desirability factor. Consequently, there was no need to investi-
gate Research Hypothesis IV for males, Research Hypothesis VI for males
was not investigated either becausa the Activity factor did not eﬁerge
from the males' factor structure. However, ons can conclude that the
Potency dimension for males could be influenced by a soclal desirability
factor, |

Taﬁie ih. also presented previously (p. 53), indicated that the
correlation (4274) for females between the Evaluative factor and the mea- |
sure of soci;i desirabllity was significantly different from zero at the
«05 alpha level, The correlation (.198) between the "Aspired-Self" fac-
tor and the measure of soclal desirability was also found to be signifi-
cantly different from zero at the .05 alpha levsl. The correlations boe=
tween the other three retained factors for females (Potency, Activity,
“"Intellectual Ability")‘and the measure of soclal desirability were not
of sufficient magnitude t9‘be considered significantly different from
zoro at the .05 alpha levél. Thus, one can conclude that the measurement
of the Potency and Activity dimensions for females was not influenced by
& social desirability factor.i'Consequently, there was no need to inves-
tigate Research Hypotheses V agd VI for fomales, However, ono can con~
clude that the Evaluation dimension for females could be influenced by a

social desirability factor,.
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The results of the 1n§estigatian_of the extent to which the so-
cial dssirabllity factor influeﬁced the Evaluative factor for females.and
the Potency factor for males are presented in Tables 17-19, Table 17 con-
tains the intercorrslation matrix of the Potency factor, TSCS, ACL, IAVY,
and PH after the influence of the social desirability factor was removed
fron each of the variables for the sample of males. Table 18 contains
the intercorrelation matrix of the Evaluative factor, TSCS, ACL, AV,
and PH after the influence of the soclal desirability factor was removed
from each of the variables for the sample of females.

The evidence in support of Rasearch Hypothesis IV for females and
Research Hypothesis V for males is presented in Table 19, The research
hypothesis in both instances was supported on the basis of the magnitude
of the mﬁltiple correlation. Therefore, the following two conclﬁsions
can be drawn: .

I, When the effect of social desirabllity has been s%atistically
removed from the Evaluative facter and the set of criterion
neasures of self-concept for the sample of females, there is

. & significant multiple correlation between the Evaluative
factor and the set of criterion meaéures of self=concept,
I1. When the effect of social desirability has been statistically
» rogoved from the Fotency factor and ; saet of éritorion nea=-
‘/]///‘ﬁ\ Esuras of salf-concept for the sample of males, thore is a sig-
nificant multiple correlation between the Potency factor and
the set of criterion measures of self-concept, ’

Thus, even though it was found that the Svaluation dimension for females

and the Potency dimension for males could be influenced by the social de-

Q




TABLE 17

Intercorrelation ¥atrix of Partial Correlation Coeffi-
cients: Soclal Desirability Partialed from the Potency
Factor and the Four Criterion ¥easures of Self-Concept
(TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH) Weighted Solution, Males Only.(N=100)

TSCS ACL - IAV PH Potency
TSCS 1,000 0,201 0.534 0.481 0.279
ACL A 0.201 1.000 0,266 0.338 0.289
JAV 0,534 0.266 1.000 0.399 0.207
. PH 0.481 01338 00399 1.000 0,262
Potency 0.279 0,289 0.207 0.262 1.000
/
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TABLE 18

Intercorrelation Katrix of Partial Correlatlon Coefficients:

Social Desirability Partialed from the Zvaluative Factor and

the Four Criterion ¥easures of Se1f-Concept (T5CS, ACL, 1AV,
PH) Welghted Solutlon, Females Only (N = 108)

TSCS ACL  IAV PH Evaluative
TSCS 1.000 0,127 0.568 © 0.62h . 0,383
ACL | 0.127 1,000 0.118 0,128 0,218
JAV 0.568 0.118 1.000 0.406 - 0.433
PH 0.624 0,128 0.406 1.000 0.431
Evaluative 0,383 0.218 0.433 - 0.431 1.000

~—
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TABLE 19

* © 'Multiple Correlation Between the Criterion Measures of Self-Concept (TSCS,

ACL, IAV, PH) ard a Factor from the Fifty~Three SD Scales which had the
Marlowe~Crowne SDS as One of Its Significant Predictors: 'Multivnle Corre-
lations Calculated from an Intercorrelation Matrix which had Social De-

- sirability Statistically Removed from Each of the Variables

"y

Group N Dependent Variable Independent Varisbles Multiple R F-Ratle

Males 100 Potency Factor TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH +375 3.846%

Females 108 Evaluative Factor  TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH  ,535  10.362%

* p< .05



girability f;ctor. the extent of this influence upon sach of these dimen-
sions was not of sufficient magnituds to render them invalid measures of

gelf=cencept.

Results Related to the Development of an SD Instrument with Speciallz

Selected Scales to Measure Self-Concent

The overall orient#tion_of_the investig;tion’was the development
; of an SD instrument to measure self=-concept containing spacially selected
scales developed througﬁvfactnr analytic teéhﬁiques on which factor scorss
could be computed without resorting to a complicated differential weight-
ing procedure.. In addition, the ipvestigator desired that the self-con-
‘ copt factofs'nop correlate significantly with the social desirability
factor. Table 20 contains those scales that were defining scales on each
. df the factors resulting from the factor gnalysis of the fifty-tﬂree SD
scales for the sample of males which had a'significant multiple correla-
tion with the set of criterion measures of self-concept. Each of the
scales was correlated with the weighted Evaluative factor score, the
weighted Potengy factor score, and the Marlowe-Crowne sns: Any scale
that correlated significantly with the Marlowe-Crowne SDS or a weighted-
factor score of which it was not a defining scale, was rejected ds a
scale £o'be used in the computation of tge unveighﬁed factor score. This
decision process resulted in the retention of fourteen scales of the
original twenty-three defining scales of the Evaluative factor and thiée
scalés of the original ten defining scales of the Potency factor. Thus

the following fourteen scales were used- in the calculation of a male's

unweighted Evaluatlive factor scoret kind-cruel, participant-nonepartici-
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pant, friendly-unfriendly, relaxed-tense, affectionate~hostile, intelli~

gont-unintelligent, leader-follower, severe-lenient, interesting-boring,

" - ‘sharp-dull, superior-inferior, sensitive-insensitive, sweet-biiter, and

- nice-awful, Th? following three scales were used in tﬁe calculation of
‘a male’s unweighted Potency factor écbrﬁt strong-weak, free-const:ained,
amd fast-slow, v -

'{f@e mean rating of thése écales defining a factor represented
that factor's unweighted factor scores. Reﬁcefortb. the seveﬁteen SD'
scales, éol}ectively, will be referred to as the refined SD instrument.

The intercorrelation matrix (Table 21) of the Evaluative factor
(ﬁaing.unweighted factor scores); Potency factor (using unweighted fac-
tor scores), TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH, and Farlowe-Crowne SDé for the sample of
ualbs indicated that the Evaluative factor and the Potency factor were
not correlated significantly with the Marlowe-Crowne SDS, but the Evalua-
tive anq Potency factors were significantily co:rglatgd.

Table 22 gives the first order correlations of the Fvaluative.
factor (u;ing'unugighted fa@tor scores), gétency factor (usiﬁg unweighted
factor scores), and the refined SD instrument (using total raw scores)
with each of the criterion measures of self-concept (Tscs, ACL, IAV, PH)
for the sample of mﬁles.‘ A tot#l scors was determined by summing a per«
son’s responses to ihe fourteen Evaluative scales and the three Pogsncy
scales which comprised the refined SD lnstiumentvfor malese The hultiple
corrslations between the Evaluative factor, the Potency factor, the re-
fined SD instrument, and the set of eriterion measures of self-concept
were 629, ,500, and 674, respoctiveiy. Thé Fe-ratlos corresgonding to

the above multiple correlations were 13,378, 7.949, And 19.912; each

Q




‘ 1nbna 21

56:6

Intercorrelatidn Matrix of the Two Self-Concept Factors from the

Factor Analysis-of the Fifty-Three SD Scales, the Four Criter-

ion Measures of Self-Concept (TSCS. ACL, IAV, PH), and the Mare
 lowe-Crowno SDSs Unweighted Solution, Males Only (N = 100)

K

-

"00030

Evalustive Potency  TSCS ACL  IAV M SDS
Evaluative 1,000 0.335 0,380 0,241 0,587 044 0,096
Potency 0,335 1,000 0,252 0,331 O.465 0,263 =0.155
1565 0:380 0,242 1,000 0,182 0.551 0,513 0,299
ACL 0e241 0,331 0,182 1,000 00.257  0,322 ~0,030
IAV 0,587 0545 0,551 00257 1,000 O,419 0,162
PH 0449 0,263 0,513 - 0,322 019 1,000 0,220
8DS 0,096  -0.155  C.299 0,262 0,220 1;ooo-J

‘Note, - Correlations » .,196 are significant at the .05 level.
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F-ratio was sigaificant at the ,05 level, The internal consistency re-
13abilities (coefficlent alpha) for the Evaluative factor, the Potency
factor, and the refined SD instrument were ,784, 474, and .824, respec-
tively. |

Table 23 contains those scales that were defining scales on cach
of the factors resulting from the factor analysis of the fifty-three SD
scales for the sample of females wh! :h had a'significant multiple corre=-
lation with the set of criterion measures of self-conecept. Each of the
scales was correlated with the weighted Evaluvative factor score, the
welghted Activity factor score, the weighted "Intelloctual Ability" fac-
tor score, and the Marlowe-Créwne SDS. Any scale that correlated signi-
flcantly with the Marlowe-Crowne SDS or a welghted factor score of which
it was not a defining scale, was rejected as a scale to be used in the
computation of the unweighted factor score, This decision process re-
sulted in the retention of ten of the twenty original defining scales of
the Evaluative factor, three of the eight original defining scalss of the
Activity factor, and four of the six original defining scales of ths “In-
tellectual Ability" factor., Thus, the following ten scales wers used in
the calculation of a female's unveighte& Evaluative factor scores . .
vated-aimless, calm-excitabls, eager-indifferent, participantenon-partici-
pant, relaxed-tense, likeablgtunlikeable. happy~-sad, sociable-unsocinble.
nice-awful, and powerful-powerless, The following three scale? were used
in %the calculation of a female's unwelghted Activity factor scores strong=
weak, serious-humorous, and severe-lenient, The following four scales‘were

used to calculate a fomale's unweighted "Intellectual Ability"™ factor

T
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scores intelligent-unintelligent, wise-foolish, honest~-dishonest, ami
competent-incompatent,

The intercorrelation matrix (Table 24) of the.Evaluatiug factor

scores), TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH, and the Marlowe~Crowne SDS for the sample
of fomales indicated that the Evaluative factdr. Activity factor, amd
"Intellectual Ability"™ factor were not correlatsd significantly with the
Marlowe-Crowne SDS, but the Evaluative and the “Intellectual Ability”
factors were significantly correlated.

Table 25 glves the first order correlations of the Evaluative
factor (using unweighted factor scores), the Activity factor (using un-
weighted factor scores), the "Intellectual Ability" factor, and the re-
fined SD instrument (using total raw scores) with each of the criterion
measures of self-concept (TSCS, ACL, IAV, PH) for the sample of females.
The total score was determined by summing a person's responses to the ten
Evaluative scales and the four “Intellectual Ability” scales which com-
prised the refinod SD instrument for females. The Activity scales were
not included on the refined SD instrument because the Activity factor (un-
weighted solution) did not correlate significantly with the criterion mea=-
sures of self-concept (Table 25). Hencoforth, the fourteen SD scales
(ten Evaluative scales plus the four "Intellectual Ability" scales), col-
lectively, will be referred to as the refined SD instrument, The multi-
ple correlations between the Evaluative factor, the Activity factor, the
*Intollectuzl Ability” factor, the refinod SD instrumant and the set of

criterion measures of self-concepi were .5b6,.dﬂ6. 561, ard 648, o~
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spectively, Tho F-ratios corrosﬁdnding to the above multiple corre}ationa
were 10,948, 0,559, 11.848, and 1847503 ;ach F-ratio was significant at
the .05 alpha level, except for the Activity factor's F-ratio which was
not significant at the ,05 alpha level, The internal consistency relia-
bilities (coefficient alpha) for the Evaluative factor, Activity factor,

"Intellectual Ability" factor, and the refined SD instrument were 678,

069, 648, and ,766, respectively.



DISCUSSION AND CCHCLUSIONS

The purposo of this study was to develop an SD instrument to mea-
sure gelf-concept that would not be influenced by social desir;bility.
Thé process used to devselop the instrument attended to the.following axr-
eas of concernt
1, A confirmation of the EPA factorAstructure
2, The validation of the EPA dimensicns as measures of self;conr

cepf
3. An investigation of thoe extent to which the soclal desira-
, bility factor influenced the EPA dimensions
In %his chapter results are discussed, conclusions are drawn from the

analysis of the data, and recommendationé for further investigation for

each of the above areas of concerns are made.

Discussion of Results and Conclusions Resardine the Confirmation of the

BPA Factor Structure

Discussion. An alpha factor analysis of the total sample’s re-
sponses (100 males and 108 females) on fifty-three SD scales to the con=-
cept "ME AS I REALLY AM" produced three interpretable factorss Evaluative,
Potency, and “"Aspired-Self,"” A closs inspection of the resulting factor
structure as vwell as the results of the additional analyses discussed.in

Chaptor III revealed that the underlying factor structure/of self=-concept

t
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as measured by the SD method was different for males an& females; COther
investigators (Kubiniéd. 19703 Farr et al., 1972) have found sufficient
sex differences in self-concept to suggest that separate analyées for
males and females should be performed, Thus the resbonses éf the males
and females to the fifty-thrce SD scales were factor analyzed separately,
The males® factor structure consisted of the following five f;ctors:
Evaluative, Potency, "Mood," "Aspired-Self," and "Physical Size." The
females' factor structure also contained five factorss Evaluative, "As=-
pired-Self," Potency, Activity, and "Intellectual Ability.” ‘The general;
1zabllity coefficients for the above ten factors ranged from 709 to 953«
Interpreting the generalizability coefficients as reliability coefficlents,
ong can ascertain with some degres of confidence that the same factors
would appear under vgried corditions and under a variety of circumstances,
Using the coefficlents as valldity coefficients, the factors can be viewad
as good representatives of the self-concept domain.

The obtainiﬁg of factors other than the three basic Sb factors,
EPA, can be viewed as additional evidence to support the position of sev-
eral researchers that the dimensionality of SD ratings is not a completely
sottled issue. While the literature supports the validity of the EPA di-
mensions as the basic structure underiying averaged SD raéings, a number
of studies (Creen & Goldfried, 19653 Xomorita & Bass, 1967; Norman, 1963;
Wigglins & Fishbein, 1969).provide strong evidence that the situation is
more complicated when one deals with the structure of individual judg-
ments rather than group means, In pgrticular, whenever factor analyses
of adjective ratings are performod across individual ratings rather than

ovar group reans, more than the three EPA factors are found. Komorita
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end Bass (1967) found that the Evaluazion dimension splintered into three
subdimensions when analyses were performed over individual ratings rather
than group means, Wipggins and Fishbein (1969) found that there are dif=-
ferent types of subjects, some employing a two-dimensional structure (EP),
others a three-dimensional structurs (EPA), and still others a four-dimen-
sional structurs (EPA with either the Evaluation or the Activity dimen-
eion splintering intc two factors), Borgatta (1964) and Norman (1963)
found that when adjective ratings are used to assess persons, one'fre~-
qQuently finds about five important factors appearing as was tha case in
this investigation for both males and females. ‘

Conclusions. The following conclusions can be drawn regarding
the attempted confirmation of the EPA factor structure underlying the
measuremont of self-concept through the SD techniques

1. The underlying factor structure was different for malos and
females,

2. The factor structure for males consisted of an Evaluative
factor, a Potency factor, a "Mood" factor, an “Aspired-Self"
factor, and a "Physical Size™ factor. Thus only the Evalua=-
tive and Potency factors were confirmed as underlyinz the
males' factor structure, .

3. The factor structure for famales also produced an Evaluativef‘xk
factor, an "Aspired-Self* factor, and a Potency factor, Two
additional factors within the fomales' factor structure were
obtained: an Activity factor and an "Intellectual Ability"
factor. Thus the EPA factor structure was confirmed f&r fe-

m&los .
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4, The five retained faétors for males accounted for only 30.1%%
of the total variance. The five retained factors for females
accounted for only 30.,79% of the total varlance. Since the
sample of scales used 1ﬁ an SD study is of critical impor-
tance in determining dimensionality because é factor can aﬁm
pear only if several scales measuring that factor are included -
in the analyses, it 1is conc;ivable tha£ other factors r;main
to be discovered. Thus, the disco;ery of factors of self=-
concept in this study was devendent upon the'adquacy_of the
sampling of SD scales to represent all possible diﬁensions of
self-concept.

Recommendal ion, The "Aspired-Self,® "Mood," "Intellectual Abil-

ity," and "Physical Size"” factors were not hypothesized to emerge. Conse-
quently} these factors were named post hoc in a subjective manner. Addi-
tional investigations should be initiated to -establish empirically the
validity of the factor labels.

Discussion of Results and Conclusions Regafdingﬂthe Validation of the ZPA

/ .
Dimensions ag Measures of Self-Concent

Discussion. If the factors produced from the factor analysis of
the subjects® responses to the’conce?t “"ME AS I REALLY AM" on the fifty~
three SD scales are valid dimensions of self-concept, then the resultant
factors would be expected t? correlate with other instruments that pur-
portedly measure self-conceﬁt. The extent to which an instrumeut corre-
"lates with other instruments measuriné the samé trait indlicates the ds-

gree of convergent validity that the instrument ﬁbssesses, Thus each of"
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the five retained factors resulting from the factor analysis of thg males’
responses to the fifty-three SD scalos and each of the five rgtained fac-
tors resulting from the factor analysisvof the females’ responses to the
fifty-three SD scaies was correlated simultanequsly with four instruments
(Tscs, ACL, IAV, PH)} purporting to measure self-concept, For males, only
the Evaluative factor and Potency'fa?tor had significant multiple corre-
lation with thé four instruments. For females, only the Evaluative fac-
tor, Activity factor, and "Intelledtual/?%ility“ factor had a signifi-
cant multiple correlation with the fou;/instruments. The IAV, TSCS, and
PH measured an evaluative component qf self-éoncept for both males and
females, whereas the ACL measured qffotency conponent of self-concept for
males and an activity component of self-concept for females, Only the
iAV was a significant predictor of the "Intellectual Ability" factor for -

LY

females, :

Conclusioné. Based on a factor analysis of the SD scales and
correlations with the criterion set of measures of self-concept the fol-
iowing conclusions can be drawn regarding the validation of the EPA di-
monsions as measures of self-concept:

1. The convergent validity »f the Evaluation (.473) and Potency

%&.\

(.313) dimensions as measures of self-concept for males was
demonstrated, |

2, The convergent validity of the Evaluation (.558) %nd Activity
(.307) dimensions as measures of self-concept for females was
demonstrated,

3+ The convergent validity of an unhypothesized dimension, *In-
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tellectual Ability" (.uBh) as a measurse of'self-concept for
females was demonstrated. |

4, The TSCS, IAV, and PH measured an evaluative component of
self-concept—for both males and females. | |

5+ The ACL measured a potency component of self-concept for
mades and an activity component of self-concept for femaleseﬁ
This result saems reasonable in light of the _nterpretation
of the self-confidence scale on the ACL. The high-scorer is
assertive, affiliative, outgoing, persistent, an actionist.
that is, he is both “potcnb" and’ "active." He makes a dis-
tinct impression on others who see him as forceful‘ self-~
confident, determined. ambitious, and opportunistic (see page
16 for a complete descrlption of the scale) |

1

Recomnendations. A review of the literature with espect to the

measurement of self-concept through the SD technlque has demonstrated the
lack of agreement by researchers on which SD dimensions‘to include on an |
instrument. The factor analysis of the SD ecales produced five factors
for both the males and the females, but only the Evaluation: and Potency
dimensions for males and the Egﬁluation, Activity, and "Intellectual

Ability" dimeneions for females were validated as measures of self-con-

cept« Thus, 1t can be tenuously recommended that the Evaluation and _Po-
tenzy dimensions for males and the}gvaluation, Activity, andn"Intellec-
tual Ability” dimensions for.females be represented on an SD instnument
used to measure self-concept. Althoughathe convergent validity of the

above dimensions was demonstrated, the tenuousness of the above recommen-
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dation would be lessened if it were shown that these dimensions possess
predictive a?d discriminant validity.

The above recommonded dimensions certainly are not the only valld
dimensidns to be included on an SD instrument used to measure self-con-
cept. The conclusions of this secticn therefore have the following limi-
tationst

1. A dimension can emerge only if the sampla of SD scales used

in the study contains several scales measuring that dimen-
sion,

2., The convergent validity of a dimension can ﬁa demonstrated

only if the self-concept instrument with which it 1s being
correlated also measures that particular dimension of self-

concept.

Discussion of Resulis and Conzlusions Pecardine the Extent to which tha

Socialfpggirqpilitv Pactor Influenced ths ¥PA Divensions

Discussion. The discussion in this section is concerned with the
extent to which the social desirability factor could influence the SD di=-
mensions (EPA) when they are em. .oyed as measures of self=concept.
Analyses of tho data suggested that the Evaluation dimension when used as
a measure of self-concept for females could be influenced by the sccial
desirability factor. This finding is consistent with other research find-
ings (¥ord et al., 1¥55; Porvin et al., 1967) although previcusly this
conclusion was not limited to females, For males it was fourd that the
Polency dirension when used as a measure of self-concept could be influ-

enced by the social desirabllity faclor.
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Once it was determined which dimensions may have bsen influenced

by a social desirability factor, the